IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD
0.2.205 OF 1997

Dated, the N'ﬁ

BETWEEN :

M.V. RaMANA "o Applicaﬂt
AND

1. The Pest Masgter General,
Kurresl Regien, Kurnesl,

2. The Buperintemdent eof Pest Office,
Nandyal, Kurneel District,

3, The Sub-Divisisnal Office,
Markapur Prakassm Disgtrict.
COUNSELS 3

Fer the Applicamt ¢ Mr, M, Subba Reddy

Fer the Respendent + Mr., V, Vired Kumar
CORAM ¢

THE HON'BLE MR, R, RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMIN)ZL)

December, '98,

THE HON'BLE MR. B. S. JAI PAFANESHWAR, MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
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1. When this O.A. was taker up fer hearing nene

0.A.205/97

“idim

ORDER

{PER: HON'BLE MR, B. S. JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER (J)

'iﬁﬁ”)aither side was present, Hehce, we were net inclined

te adjeurn the preceedings em acceunt ef gbsence of th
parties amd thelr Ceungels. We are deciding this O.A. en

the basis ef the material QVQilmblm orn recerd dm accerdance
with Rule 15(1) ef the Cemtral administrative Tribumals
Rules and Precedures 1987,

2 The applicant was werking as EDDA/MC at

Chappralamadugu Branch Office a/c with Errggendapalem 3.0,

frem 1979 epwards. While werkirg se he waz alleged tg have

cemmitted cartain grave miscerduct and derelectien of |duty.

ard he was put off frem duty.

3. The SDI(P), Markapur i.e, Regpr-ndert Ne.3 issued a charge

meme vide preceedings Ne.F/FRP dt, 31.3.89, The charges levelled

against the gpplicant read gs under : |
“ARTICLE:I

That the gaid Sri M,V. Ramanra, EDMC/DA(put eff), Chapalamadugu
B,0. a/w E.G.Palem SO0 fradulently teek paymert ef the eld age
pensien meney erders bearing nunbers 0458/74, dt.2.6.87, 2614/267
dt, 26,8.87, 4905/120 dt. 26.11.87 ard 7904/65 dt, 26.3.88 issued
by 6rgele H,0, at Rs.90/~ €ach and shewed the M,0s5 as paid te the
payee on 5,6,87, 3,9.87, 2.12.87 and 29.3.88 respectively and ren-
dered the maoney order paid veuchers te the BPM, Chapalamadugu BO
as such wher the meney erders were net actually paid te the payse
ard whem the payee reperted died befere the date of payment ef
these MOs.

Thus Sri MV Rsmana has centravered the previgiensg ef rules 10 i
106 of Besk ef BO Rules {Sixth Editien) read with rijles 121 and
127 of P&T Manual Velume VI Part III (sixth editiem] and thereby
exhibited lack o¢f abselute irntegrity and devetiemn te dutv as
required by the previsiers of rule 17 ef P&T ED Agengs cerduct am——
gervice rules, 1964,

ARTICLE~II

That Sri MV Ramana, EDMC/DA{put e¢ff), Chapalamadugu B.0. a/w
EG Falem S0 failed te maintain the pestman beok fer| the peried
freom 1,11.87 te 31,12,87 which is a primary recerd te be maintain
by the delivery agent centravening the previsiens @E rule 110

of P&T Mamual Velume VI part III {(sixth Editiem) arg thereby
exhibited lack of devetiem te duty as regquired by the previgiens

T
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Cand explanatisen ef the applicart wréermdﬁfé-fmrfaiﬁure

‘agaimst the applicant amd issued a metice dt. 8.9.91 te

the applicant te shew cause as te why the punishmmét be
A copy ef the shew caure netice iz at Anmexure-lI(éagm—
the 0O,a. '

8; The applicant‘submitted hig reply. A caéy ef
reply 1s at Anmexure-3 (page 7 te 17) te the O.A. |

9. The rmép@mdemt Ne.,2 after cerngidering thé exp
of the applicant, by his preceedings N@.?/B—l/ﬂB-Bé at,

the erder passed by the respondent Ne,2.

0.A.205/97
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#f rule 17 of P&T ED Agamﬁs Cemduct and Servic? Rules, 1964,"

4, . A detailed imquiry was cenducted inte the charges.

by the spI(P), Allagadda. A cepy ef tha repert mf;tha
Inquiry Officer 1s at Anmexure-4, (pages 11 to 30) ?s th

5, A‘copy ef the repert ef the Inguiry Offiémr W
furrighed te the applicaat. The applicanmt submittéd hi
represantatier 4dt. 15.12,90, | %
6. The regpendent Ne.3 is the disciplirary éuth@

e O.A.
a8

8

rity-

i i
The respordent Ne,3 after geing threugh the irquiry recerds,

the past service ef the applicgmt for all purpesses |and
the epplicant inmte service, The erder ef the dilsciplin
autherity is at Amnexure-5(pages 31 te 36). i
7. The respendent Ne,2 is the revieswing auéhari
The respendent Ne,2 after ¢geirg thrzugh the imquir% pre

R |
falt that the- pusishment alrarded by the.RespendeitNeid

‘ / :
irgdequate cempared te the gravity ef the charge levell

af
reinstated

RIY

LY.
ceedings,
WEB

mc

ephanced.

6) te

the

lanaticrn

8.10.91

|
passed am erder enhancing the punishmernt and thereby remeved the

!
applicant frem gervice, The applicart has net preduce

10. ' On 24.1.92 The applicant preferred an appsal
the Respandent Ne.l against the erder dt. 8.10,91. I=

first instarcé, the Ra@?mndent Ne.2 felt that ne appeal

the ercer dt, 8.10.91 passed by the respendent N@.é was

.

0 cepy ef

Lo
the

agalimst

mainteingble
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Accerdingly, he rejected the appeal by his erder dt. 16.7.92.
The applicant has net preduced a cepy of the erder dt. 16.7.92,

passed by the Respendent Ne,2,

T11. The apPlicamt submitted a petitien te the Président

ef Irdia, The said petitlen was censidered by the Directerate, The
Dirégterateg Felt that the order dt. 16.7.92 passed by the
Respendent Ne,2 was ret accordimg te the rules, He g euld .

have sntertained thm.mppmal and decided the appeal on merits.

12, He was ef the view that the Respendent Ne.2 |im

his reviewing pewers had eﬁ@amced the peralty ef punishment
impesed an the aPPlicaat,??i.was preper fer the raspﬂmdamt
Ne.l te have cemsidered the appeal  dt, 24.1.92 en mgrits.
Accardingly, the Directerate issued imstructisns te the |
regpendent Ne,l te recensider the appeal dt, 24.1.92 en
merits., | |
13. The regpendent Ne.l accerdingly recemnsidered the
appeal dt. 24,1.92 and by his preceedings Na.ST-III/14?ﬁDL

dt. 21;11.95 rejadted the appeal and ceafirmed the erder passed
by thg respendent Ng.z. |
14. .  The applicaﬁQhas filed this 0.,A. challenging the erder
dt. 21.11,95 passed by the Respendent Ne,1 a® his
appeal dt, 24.1.92 praying. te set aside ard fer z directien
te the respendests te reimstste him inte service with all
cspsequential benefits.
15. The respendents have filed their ceumter stﬁtimg
the circumstarces under which the respendent Ne,2 felt the
punishmert impesed by the disciplinary autherity im his
erder dt, 24.12.90 was- ret gdeguate and exercised his pewer

urder Rule 29 &f the CCS (CCA) Rules. aﬂd‘imp@ged the pumishment

CTLL_ ' _ Cemtd, .5
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of remeval ef the applicant frem service. The appeal

by the applicant sgaimst the sald erder was cemsidere

imgtinces g5 net maiwtainable by the resperdent Ne,l.

sn the directiens racgivmd from the Directerate the r

Ne,l considered the arpeal amd by the impugred erder
the punishment impesed by the respendent Ne,2.

16,
reply,
arplicant,
pensiener frem the State Gevt,
an 8,3,.87, Hewever, the State Gevt, remitted pensien
te him imn June, September,: .December and March, 198§
Meney Orders.,
applicant. The =zaid N, Vénkataiah was a resident of
madugu, village. It iz gtated by the Respendemnt Ne,?2
Chagpalamadugu is a small village and the applicant X

EDMC/DA sheuld have kaewr the death of the said N.Ven

snd sheuld have refurded the ameunt® te the State Gevt

he prepared decumerts te shew as if he ha@ disburged

M.0s. te the payee em 5,6,87, 3,9,87, 2,12.87 and 29,

The case ef the disciplirary autherity is that the aj

had falsely prepared certaim decuments te shew as if

The spplicant has met filed ary rejeinder te

On geing threugh the migcenduct alleged again

(4

submitted
d in the first
Hewever,
ecpondent

cenflirmad

the

st the

it iz disclesed that Sri N, Venkataiazh was am eld age

The said Sri N, Venkgtaizh expired

pavable

threugh

The M.0s. were rsquired te be disbursed by the

Cha?pala-

that

e ing

kataigh

imstead

the said

specti-

3.88 re
- V@ly. v

pplicant

Sri N.

Verkataiah, payee af the said M.Os. was still alive

apprearpiated the fumrds. This .. charge is really a

Bd mig=

rave charge,

When this éherge has beer astablished as per the repert ef the

i
Inquiry Officer, the respendent Ne,3 in the first. /.

understanding the bravemen ef the charge had theught

starce

witheut

it prercer

te take z lenient view by impesimg pumishment, ef ferfeiture ef sei-

o

17. The respendents'’ further charge was that he

malntzin the Pestmar Beek,

L.

ﬁppiibdiﬁﬁg‘tw mairtain the Pestman~-besk. The appli

It was necesszsry 1z fer

admitted the said derelactien ef duty im net maimtai

Pestman Beek.
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18, Having regard te the gravity ef the charge zgaimst the
applicant the respendent Ne.,2 rightly exercised his pewer
umder Rule 29 of the CCS CCA Rules aRd cenrgldered tig
imp@sifiem of penalty. He had given the shew cause metice te
the applicant. The applicant had failed te submit hig explana-
tier te the x:i shew cause metice ever theugh he had | ssught
extensier of time,
29, Frsm the material aveilable en recerd it canmket be
gaid that the respesdent Ne,2 had exercised hisg power ef
revisiening witheut justifiable greurds.
20,  Thectespérdent-Nes2, pilesedctheslerdefs.” 17 .~ 3
= en 8,10,81, The applicant had appealed em 24.1/92,
As already ebserved abeve, the appéllate Autherity had taker am
incerract view as te th@ maintainability ef the appeal
at, 24.1.92. It;ﬁﬁ‘mmly after the Directerate clarified the
legal pesitien, the resppadent Ne,l recensidered the |appeal
avd by the impugned erder dt, 21.11.95 rejectad the appeal
cenfirming the pumishment,
21, The.applicamt gisampted te make eut g case fer the
delay caused im dismissiizg the appeal. The respenderts
have iw the reply stated clearly thei reageng feor the delay.
" In eour epinien ne blame cak be attributed te the respendent Ne.l -

in comrsidering anddeciding the appeal,

22 I® view of the zbeve diacus@i@ng;wﬁ fimd ne merits in
the 0.A,.
23. Hance, the 0,A., is accerdingly dismisgsed leaving the

parties te bear their ewn cests. ”ﬂ,,JEE;Lff;
%\sﬁé}m/m/ ( R. RANGARAJAN )
TEMBER (J) MEMBER (a)
Dated, the ”f> December, '98,

e
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Copy to:-
1. The Post Mastsr Genara)} Kurnool Region, Kurnool,
2. Tha Superintandent of Jost 0OPPizes, Nsndyal, Kurnool. |
3, The Sub Divisional Offize, Markapur Oraksam Dist,
4. One copy ta Mr. M.Subba Reddy, Adwocata, CAT., Hyd.
8. UOne copy to Mr. V.Vinod Kumar, AddleCCS5C., CAT., Hyd. '
6. One copy to HBSIP M(J), CAT., Hydi
7. One duplicats copy.
3. In3 copy 8 DeRe(A), CAT., Hyd.
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IN THE CENTRAL HDNINIST?RTIU; TRIBUNAL -
HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD

THE ‘HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : M(A)~

AND

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PR?ANES%A?
MLd

paten:  U» 1%

ORDER / AHBEMENT -

\v"”

MiYR.AL/C.PoNO,

o in
0A. NO. ‘3’/05’(‘?')

ADM{TTED AND INTERIM DIRECTIONS ISSUED -

ALLOWND

DISPOSEY OF WITH DIRECTIONS 3

. DISMISSED

SED AS WITHDRAWN

ORDEREOYREJECTED

NOQ ORDER WS TO COSTS

L
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m THE COURT OF C%R% ATCMINI TRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT H{DERABAD.
- X o

W, Ty ovenal s At

M.a.No. LEQ  of 199¢- 1
in

Lula

o.A%fNo. 11U of 1996
Betweens - |
M.v.aa'mana, S/o Ramana, _
aged 32 years, Delivery Assit.,

R/o Chapalamadugu, Pullalachervu Mandal,
Prakasam 'DistriCt. _ : esedpPlicant,

AND

1. The Post Master General,
Kurnool Region, Kurnools

2. The 8uperintend#nt of Post offices,
Nandyal, Kurnool District. :

3, The Sub~Divisio nal Office.

' Markapur, Prakasam District. «++ Respondents, -

.‘i:

rief Fgets of the cases

.
g

 ' - It 1s submitted that theyo:i-'\:wasf returned on 24.6.96;
‘The Hon'ble Tribunal _granted time for re-presentation of
the; case on or before 8. 7496, Bﬁt The bundle was |
misplaced in our office. I hqve' found the bundle
on 15.8.1996, I have seen the date when the case is
re-preset‘lted.‘ The date of re-presentation is over,

Sx.Hence, there is a delay in re-presentation of the jbundle,

Hence, in the above facys and circumstances, it is
therefore prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal may beg pleased
to condone the delay of%dayé for >LisMig=5- re-presentation
of the bundle and pass such other order or orders as this

Hon'ble Tribunal méy deem fit and proper,

RELIEF SOUGHT;

A

Hence, in the above facts and circumstances, it is

therefore prayed that this Hon'‘ble Cribunal may be pleased

...20.
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rakasam Districtl

IN THE COURT OF CENTRAL ADMINISTRAG
... TIVE TRIBUNAL AT HYDERABAD,

S~ 111 It . |
n Me.A.No, .. .- . of 1996
A L XL e LT L "
j r i P N P * ’ - - ‘. in
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o 9
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\'H\‘. )
GONDERE DELAY PETITION
“*tkfpi{hﬁagaphﬁimg
Filed by ‘
M/s M.Subba Red
V.Mallik
Counsel for applicant,
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;above are true to the best of knowledge, and believed

38 2 33

¢
Ll e 2p0 Lo
0. condone the delay of a%igays_ﬂca=£#%*3g=& re~presentation
of the bundle and pass such other crder or orders as this
~-Hon'ble @xxxk Tribunal may deem f£it and proper in the

circumstances of the case,

* VERIFICATION

I, G.Purnachandra Rao, S/0 Narasimharao,Advo¢ates ..

Clerk, aged 21 years, 3-6-725.street“No.ll.Himayétna*qr;
Hyderabéﬁ, do hereby declare that the above facts set out

tobe ‘true. on the legal advise of our counsel. Hence

R

I have not suppressed any material facts herein, 8 L%N\Jﬂ\
. v

/
—

CUUNSEL FOR APPLICANT, SIGNATURE OF THE APPLICANT,



MA No,169/97 in
OA_SR No,.1740/96,

D/~ 19.2.97.

None on both sides, List'
this O.A, for dismissal tomorrow

(20,2,97).
JP  HRAN
M{T), M(A).

.. 20.2.97

-;A.NO:169/97-in -OASR -1740/96

]
MINUTES
ORAM: HRRN, M(A)
HBSJP, M(J)

Non% for the applicant. Mr.Vinod

—umar for Respondents.
This M.A.
-2lay of 220 days in re-presentation of

1e OA. The M.A. is not opposed.-

L
g ww/BENCH CASE

c

Tt CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIHUNAL
I'IYD.L« RV ..‘.r‘xD B._,f CF{.

Conden uLeJ\Qd TL 9243 Oevys "

~ cﬁJﬂPﬁ“uxH:tEL{;

is filed for condoning theﬂ

Hence

1e delay in re—préSentation of the OA is

sndoned. M.A.
A, M.A.

is allowed. Register the

is 'ordered acCordingly.

b

HRRN
M(A)

BSJP A

M(J)

m—]]

Mr. CF\ C;&A\DZ)C\ Q2£L£*Ciﬂ

e POSTAL qammmm{

EOUDSEL rOR T mPLLIC.LTu

AND

Sre Addl. Standlng Counsel for

—-C' CQ RlYS-

b

-





